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Theoryof Affectivelntelligence...

Emotion,aftera long period oinattention beganto attractgreaterscrutinyasa key
driver of human behavian themid 1980’s(Marcus,2000).Oneapproachthathasachieved
significantinfluencein political scienceas Affective IntelligenceTheory(AIT). We deployAIT
hereto beginto understand theecentrisein supportfor right wing populistleadersaround the
globe. In particularwe focus onspecificemotionalappraisalafterthe 2015errorattacksn
Franceasmederator®f supportfor thefar right FrontNationalamongconservativesContrary
to muchcaonventional wisdomye speculatehatthreatscangeneratéothangerandfear,and
with very differentpolitical consequencedVe expectfearto inhibit relianceon extantpolitical
dispositionssuchasideologicalidentificationandauthoritarianismwhile angermwill strengthen
the influenceof thesesamedispositionsOur corefindings,acrosgepeatedests,showthatfear
andangerindeeddifferentially condition theway habits of though&ndactioninfluence suppa
for thefar rightin the currenthistoricalmoment.Contraryto conventional wisdonit is anger
thatmobilizesthefar right andauthoritariansFear,on the other hand, diminishes ihgactof

thesesamedispositions.
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Theoryof Affectivelntelligence...
Applying the Theory of Affective Intelligence to Support for Authoritarian Policiesand

Parties

“l shallendeavouto provefirst, thatreasonalonecanneverbe amotiveto any

actionof thewill; andsecondlythatit cannever oppose passianthedirection
of thewill,....Reasons, andought onlyto be theslaveof the passiongndcan

neverpretendo anyotheroffice thanto serveandobeythem.”

- (Hume, 1984, pp. 460-462)

l. Introduction

Most behavioratheoriesof votingin liberal democraciearebasedon social
psychologicalaccounts developedhemiddle of thelastcentury. Theseaccountgemain
highly influential. Theyhavebeengeneratedby scholarspeculatingaboutwhat happens inside
the'black box” of thehumanbrain.However,theyleadto empiricalandnormativeconclusions
thatseemto,ussuspectForexamplejf we all simply codeour experienceslong asingle
dimensionfrem.positiveto negative asthe‘affective tally’ approachby LodgeandTaber(2013)
suggestswhy do distinct negativereaction fearandanger havedifferenteffectson political
behavior?Oneanswers providedby Affective IntelligenceTheory(AIT), which makes
predictionstabouivhy peoplesometimesbandonextantloyaltiesto candidatespolicies,and
partiesandwhy theysometimestrengtherthosecommitmentsThe evidencewe presenbelow
supports aifferentexplanatiorthanis commonlypresentedor therecentrisein popularity of
far right partiesandpoliticiansin severaladvancedlemocraciesroundthe globe.

Thetheory ofAffective Intelligence(Marcus,Neuman & MacKuen,2000;Marcus,
2002),haslongfocusedon theassociatiorof emotionalreactiongo informationseekingand
decisionmakingprocesseslhatis, whethempeopleseekmoreor lesscontemporarynformation
andhow theythenmakeuse ofthatinformation(Marcus& MacKuen,1993; Albertson &
Gadarian2015;Gadarian& Albertson, 2014; Suhay &risen,2018).Theseinquiries confront
two commenclaimsthatderivefrom the longheldbeliefthatreasonings the foundation ofree
will, generally,and,in particular,to the public’scapacityto engagen selfgovernance.

Thefirsticlaimis thatthe sole appropriatgasisfor humanagencyi.e.,freewill, is reliant
on our“higher” cognitivefunctions(Kant, 1970).The seconds thatemotion’s principle purpose
is to serveasasimply a passivestoragemechanisnof positive or negative evaluations of
political attitudeobjects(Allport, 1935;McGuire, 1969; Converse, 1966).
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Thetheory ofAffective Intelligencehasoverpastdecadedeenfocusedontwo related
researclareastherole of anxietyin promptingpolitical learning(Marcus& MacKuen,1993;
Marcus,Neuman & MacKuen,2000;Redlaws, Civettini, & Lau, 2007;Gadarian& Albertson,
2009;MacKuen,Wolak,Keele,& Marcus,2010;Gadarian% Albertson, 2014; Albertson &
Gadarian2015;Groenendyk2016; Valentino, Hutchings, Banks,[3avis,2008; Suhay &
Erisen,2018);andin prompting theshift to a moredeliberativestyle of political judgment
(Marcus,Neuman& MacKuen,2000;Brader,2006;Valentinoetal., 2008; Groenendyk, 2016;
Ladd & Lenz,2008).

Therehasbeena normativeconsequencw this body of researchBy demonstratinghat
the publichasthe capacityto becomanformedandmovedto adeliberativeandopenform of
reasoningm'makingpolitical judgmentsAIT suggestshatthe publiccomescloserto meeting
democratidheory’sstandard®f citizenshipthanmostempiricalresearcherbelieveis possible
(Marcus,2002).

Thebroadpatternof researctsuggestshatgreaterfearleadsto explicit deliberationon
thoughtful.contemporaneousormationthatmeetsa centralstandardsetforth by deliberative
democracytheorists(Benhabb, 1996; Bohman &ehg,1997;Dryzek, Bachtiger,& Milewicz,
2011;Elster& Przeworski,1998; Fishkin, 1991 But, aswe discussnorefully below,
contemporarynformationof adifferentsortis alsorequiredto enablea secondorm of political.
This formof jJudgmentachievesesultsby relying on contemporaneosensorydatathatis
matchedo alreadymasterecefficaciousroutinesof thoughtandactionto effectivelydealwith
familiar noxiousthreats.

Weapply theAIT to challengea commorview that posts thatfeardrives the publi¢o
endorséhierarchyandtraditionalpracticesespeciallyin reactionto threats(Robin, 2004;
Nussbaum, 2018)We departfrom the commorview in two ways.First, we do not thinkthat

! This viewhasafar moreancientprecursorAt leastin thewestboth theJewishandChristian
testamentgndorsed godwrathasthe principalmechanisnby which otherwisesinful people
would be.movedo acceptthe dogmandshow proper compliana@ndfealty. Eventodaythe
phrase‘god fearingpeople”is commonlyusedby Christianadherentssaterm of approbation.
And, with Hobbes (19683omesasecularizedsersion ofthatsamestory:the Leviathanis

properlyjustified in usingterrorthough onlysufficientto keepthe unrulyin line. It only with the
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exposurdo threatwill necessarilyriggerfearalone.Insteadangeris oftenthe predominant
emotionalreactionin manythreateningircumstancesSecond, ouapproachpositsthateachof
thetwo specificemotionalappraisal®of athreatleadsto very differentdownstreanibehavioral
consequeces.

Theview;thatthreatsraisefearandfearinevitablyleadsto the endorsement @r right
partiesandpolicies (Nussbaum, 2018; Bude, 201B)s commonlyvoicedby politicians.In
responséqg aterrorattackin lower ManhattanGovernor Cuomo (201 Proclaimed:The effort
yesterdaxilled eight people, butn my opinion theeffort failed, becauseheeffort wasnotto
kill eightpeople.The effort wasto destructus,to terrorizeus,to scareus,to createmayhem.
That'stheeffort. That'sthegoal onall of theseattacks.”And, morerecentlystill, in aspeecto
CongressApril'25, 2018 FrenchPresidenEmmanueMacronputit thusly:“We havetwo
possiblewaysaheadWe canchoosdsolationism withdrawalandnationalism.... It canbe
temptingto usasatemporaryremedyto ourfears.But closingthe doorto theworld will not stop
the evolution.of,the worldt will not douse, bunhflamethefearsof ourcitizens.”Or asformer
Vice PresideniAl Goreputit (Gore,2004, p. 779) Terrorismis theultimatemisuseof fearfor
political endsIndeed,ts specificgoalis to distort thepolitical reality of a natiorby creatingfear
in thegeneralpopulationthatis hugely disproportionat® theactualdangerghattheterrorists
arecapableof,posing” Thus, ageneralconsensubasbeenin placefor manyyearsthathigh
threatconditions drive peopl® pressfor authoritariarpolicies,andstrong traditionalleaders
(McCann,1997).

As we elaboratébelowwe anticipatethatpoliticized dispositions, ofvhich
authoritarianismis but one aremorelikely to beactivatedoy angerratherthanby fear.Earlier
studies havershowthatthreatactivatesauthoritarianismmobilizing authoritarianso actin line
with their psychological predispositiorfgeldman& Stenner1997; Stenner, 2005\T posits
thatthis activationdepends owhetherthe threateningtimulusgeneratepredominantlyanger.
More generallyit claimsthatall politicized dispositionsaremorelikely to beactivatedoy anger
andthatfearfunctionsto deactivatehosesamedispositions.

It issour goalin thesectionghatfollow to fully articulatethecoreideasunderlying

conventional‘accounts emotionandpolitics. By doingsowe hopeto makevisible theoften

regimeof terrorinitiated by the Jacobinafterthe FrenchRevolutionthatthe normativestanceof

thetermterror beginsits shift to currentdefamatorystatus(Schechter2018).
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hidden presumptionthatmanybring to theword emotion.We thereafteturn from theoretical
expositionto empiricalresearchAlT extendsour understanding of how peoptekepolitical
decisionsandactonthem.We use the topic athreatto assessurtheoreticaklaim thatfear
generallyweakenssupportfor far right policiesandcandidate®y weakeningheextant
commitmentof those otherwise habitualigclinedto votefor theright andfar right. Ratherwe
advance #gheoreticalargumentywhich we thentest,thatangeris the predominardctivating
mechanispef.those on theght.
Il. A Brief History of Emotion in Political Scienceand Psychology

It is commonto treatwordsasif theyidentify straightforwardeaturesof the world. Yet,
wordscanbe slippery thingswith shifting meaninghat producescientificallyimprecise
measuremerdgndtheory(Wittgenstein& Ogden,1990).0Our goalin this sectionis to seek
precisionandclarity whenwe discussvhatwe andothersmeanby theterm emotion® Three
models ofemotionhavebee appliedto theoriesof political behaviorandpolitical judgment
over thepastZ0years® The oldestis Attitude Theory.CognitiveAppraisaltheoriesbeganto
emergdn the,1970sAnd, finally, AIT emergedn thelate 1980s(Marcus,1988;Marcus,2000;
Marcus,2003)*

2 Many may not know that “emotionfs aratherlate entryinto thesemantidanguageasan
overarchingcategoryencompassinghathadlong beenunderstoodspassiondesire,or
sentimeniPixon, 2006).

% Of coursescholarshavelong beenexaminingpassior{Descartes1989; Montgu, 1994;
Montesquieu;*198Rorty, 1993;Stiker,1996), buby theterm “models” we meaneffort to
apply contemparargcientific,empirical,claimsto testingwith variousmodesof data.We do
not discuss$reud’spsychoanalyticviewsfor lack of space.

* We alsosetasidethebody of researchihatcanbestbedescribedasthe ‘circumpleX model
which emergedn thelate 70sandextendedo the 909 Plutchik & Conte, 1997Russell, 1980;

WatsonClark, & Tellegen,1984).We discusst morefully elsewheréMarcus,2003)
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Attitude Theory and Emotion

Attitude Theoryservedasthebasisfor the “NormalVote’ explanatiorfor electoral
behavior(Campbell,ConverseMiller, & Stokes, 1960; Converse, 1966he approach
presente@ffectasoneof thetripartite componentsn anattitude.The othertwo arethe cognitive
- whatwe know about golitical object,andthebehavioral whatwe dowith or about the
attitudetargetin Attitude Theory theaffectcomponenhastwo primaryfeaturespne dealing
with functionandene dealingvith structure The function ofaffectin Attitude Theoryis to serve
asa passive repositofpr anapproacHiking —avoid-disliking evaluation, i.e.to serveasan
“affective tag” (Allport, 1935;McGuire,1969;Ajzen, 2001;Fiske& Taylor, 1991).That
evaluationfollows from whatwe know about thearget,i.e., thecognitive components a
necessarpredicatefor generatingheaffectivecomponent.

In this approachaffectwasdefinedasasinglevalencedimensionyangingfrom strong
liking to strongdisliking. Thisis similarto the measurementf manyothermattersof peception
(e.g.,perceptions ofhreatrelatedto suchthingsasPearlHarboror 9/11in thdJS, andthe Nov.
13 theParisTerrorattacksin Franceon asinglemetricrangingfrom low to high).> This
unidimensional conception affectremainsactivein thewidespreadiseof feeling
thermometergleployedn influential surveys suchsthe AmericanNationalElectionStudies
(Wilcox, Sigelman& Cook, 1989Klein, 1991; Kenney &Rice,1988).

Insstmmarywe haveidentified onecentralclaim madeby Attitude Theay: thataffective
reactionscanbetreatedasasingledimensiorthatsignalswhetherit is bestto approactor to
avoid astimulus(Cosmides & Tooby, 1995;00by & Cosmides, 1990).

Cognitive Appraisal Theories of Emotion

Redueing emotionaxperienceao asingledimensiorseemedounterintuitive sincea
greatvariety of distinctnegativeandpositiveemotionalreactionsareeasyto identify in everyday
life. Indeedanabundance afmpiricalresearctsoonaroseto challengethe conjectureof uni-

dimensionalityin Attitude Theory (AbelsonKinder, Peters& Fiske,1982; Cacioppdiardner,

®> Thedevelopment of a psychologyformedby neuroscientifizesearctpointsto many
conceptghoughtto be singulaasbetterunderstoocdscomplex.For example Decetyand
colleaguegDecety& Norman,2018) pointo empathyassuchacasewhereina number of

concurrentassessmentsombineto fostermore,or less,empathy.
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& Berntson, 1997Tellegen,Watson, &Clark, 1999;Watson& Tellegen,1985). Cognitive
appraisatheoristssubsequently proposéaatemotionsexistedin manydifferent“discreté
statessuchasanger fear,hope, pride, disgusindsadnessTherearevarious versiongjiffering
largelyon the numbeof discreteemotionsfrom a low of 7 or 8o ahigh of morethan22.The
generalapproactwasintendedo understandhe distinct causaktiology of affectiveexperiences
well beyond-thesinglepositive negativevalenceview.
Most.coghnitiveappraisatheoriesretainthepresumptiorpassedlownfrom Attitude
Theorythatatanygivenmoment the individuakill normallyexperiencgoredominantly one
emotion(Roseman1984;Clore & Ortony, 2008;SchererSchorr,& Johnstone, 2001 his
presumptiorderivesfrom the meandy which we arethoughtto experiencean emotion.The
processs theapplicationof asequenc®f cognitiveevaluations of thehreatsandopportunities
presenin our environmenin the momen{seeFigurel, below).Thatis, variouscognitive
considerations abouthatis happeningandhow thewe shouldbestreactaresequentially
applied.On.exposurdo astimulus,the individualdeterminesf its implicationsarepositive or
negative then,certainor uncertain,controllableor not,andso on,with theparticularappraisals
deemedmportantvaryingfrom theoryto theory.Emotionthenflows from theparticular
sequaceof cognitionsthatoccursoneafterthe othe(McGuire,1969;McGuire,1972).In this
senseall CognitiveAppraisaltheoriesareconsistentvith Attitude Theory’sview of perception.
In the caseof Attitude theory, thaesultis afeelingstatethatfalls somewheralongasingle
liking-disliking dimensionln the caseof CognitiveAppraisaltheoriestheresultis adiscrete
affectivestate,suchashope fear,angeror sadness.
Therehavebeeninstancesvhereinresearcltonductedunder theguiseof Cognitive
Appraisalreportmultiple concurrenaffectivereactionsFor example ConoverandFeldman
(1986)find that peoplereportindependent positivend negativereactiongo the economy during
theReagaryears.And, HuddyandcolleaguegHuddy,Feldman, & Cassess2007)reporton
bothanxietyandangercanbegeneratedby terroristattacks Further,some cognitiveppraisal
theoristsacknewledgehat peoplecanexperienceseveralemotions during a singulervent
(Lazarus,1991).Notwithstandinghose @parturegrom the norm, thgprospecof multiple

recurringafféctiveappraisalss left largely undertheorizedby CognitiveAppraisalresearchers.

® By undertheorizedve meanthatcognitiveappraisatheorieshavenotofferedan accountwith

oneexceptionwhich we dealwith next,of why, when,andto whateffectsuchmultiple affective
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Thereis one accommodatiaimathasbeenmorefully explored.Most, andperhapsll,
scholarsacceptthe eistenceof ambivalenceHowever thattermhasbeenapplied broadlyo
describethe holding ofconflicting policy positions, or ofonflicting beliefs,aswell asto
experiencingonflicting emotiongCraig & Martinez,2005;Lavine,Johnston, &teenbergg,
2012;Priester& Petty,1996).Theterm“ambivalence’strictly meanshavingcontrarybeliefsor
feelings,withe*hi’ referringto directopposition, presumptively positiadnegativebeliefs,
positions, .ofeelings.Eventhoseattendingto the possibity of multiple conflicting feelings
acceptthepremisethatsuchinstancesrenot the norm. Moreovegmbivalenceloes not
encompassswe arguebelow,conflicting negativeaffectiveappraisal@snormaland
consequential.

Wecanseethis clearlyin Figure 1. Herewe presentira Roseman’slepiction of his
version of CognitivéAppraisaltheory(Roseman1984, p. 31)Thefigure displays thesvident
considerationandtheir applicationto define his understanding of tbescreteemotionghathe
identifiesandthesequencétop to bottom) ofserialcognitiveappraisalshatleadto eachdiscrete
state Which,of.thosebasicdiscretestatesany of usexperiencestanygivenmoment depends on
how thosantermediatecognitiveappraisalglay out.

Figure 1: An'Example of Cognitive Appraisal Theory’s Representationof Affective States

Positive Emotions Negative Emotions
Circumstance- Motive-Consistent Motive-Inconsistent
Caused Appetitive |  Aversive Appetitive |  Aversive
Unknown Surprise
Uncertain Hope Fear Weak

appraisal®ccur(or further,specifyingwhich affectiveappraisalsnight co-occur).The
acknowledgmenthataffectiveoccurrencegaretypically multidimensionalratherthan
affectivelyhomogenousarosen theresearcHiteraturewell beforeany cognitiveappraisal
theoristgpaid notice(Abelsonetal., 1982;Watson& Tellegen,1985; WatsonWiese,Vaidya, &

Tellegen,1999; Zevon &Tellegen,1982; WatsonClark, & Tellegen,1988).
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Certain Joy Relief Sadness Distress, Disgust

Uncertain Hope
Frustration Strong

Certain Joy Relief

Other-Caused

Unknown

Dislike Weak
Uncertain

Liking

Certain
Anger Strong

Uncertain

Self-Caused

Unknown

Shame, Guilt Weak
Uncertain

Pride

Certain
Regret Strong

Uncertain

SourceAdaptedirom (Roseman1984,p. 31)

A Brief"Critique of Emotion as Understood in Cognitive Appraisal Theories

Our maincritiquesCognitive Appraisaltheoriess thattheyinsiston afairly strict,and
oftenquiteelaboratesequentiatognitiveprocesgprecedesheexperienceof any emotion.For
example mostappraisatheoriessuggestingerrequiresasetof cognitiveappraisalsdentifying
bothmalevelen@andintentionalthreatsjn additionto anevaluationof howlikely the individual
is to mountaneffectresponselt is oftenclaimedthatfearis causednitially by exposurdo any
uncertaintyabout ahreatis transformedo angerwhenthe individual discoverthatsome norm
wasintentionallyviolated(SalmelaChristian,2017).0Our approachs more consistentith the
mostrecentneuropsychological findings tfainarchitecturewhich suggestshatemotion
springsfrom distinctthoughinterconnectedbrain circuitry suchthatdifferent emotionganbe
experiencegimultaneouslyandin parallel. Further,neuroscienceuggestslistinctemotions
suchasanxiety,anger,and enthusiasmmanoccur without prior intervention @nydistinct
cognitiveappraisalZajonc,1980;Zajonc,1984; AdolphsTranel,Damasio,& Damasio,1995;
Adolphs, 2008Chenetal., 2009; Davidson &rwin, 1999; Straubetal., 2010).
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We have otheconcernsaswell. Emotionwordsin theEnglishlanguage numben the
hundredgStormé& Storm,1987;Clore & Ortony,1988; Johnsohaird & Oatley,1998).
Further,the numberandnuancerariesacrosdanguagesThis raisesa challengeWhich of the
manywordswarranttreatmenis‘discreté emotionalstatesandwhich maybebetreatedas
synonymog?Many Englishlanguageemotionwordscanreadily be construedssynonymous.
Yet manymayalsobe understoodsnamingdifferentunderlying emotionadtatesWhatenables
usto definewhenthewordsnamedifferentemotions versus theamestateWhat,apartfrom the
authority ofthescholar,or somesemantidradition,affordssomestandarcpsychometrically
valid criterion(Cowené& Keltner,2017;Marcus,Neuman,& MacKuen,MichaelB, 2017)?

Finally, boththeoreticalapproacheabove havéeenlargely uninformedby neuroscience
researclonfemotionsBeforewe turnto AIT, we think it usefulto layout thecoreinsights of
neuroscienceto howhumanbrains function thanform all theoriesof emotionandpolitics
(Gray,1987b; LeDoux, 1992; LeDoux, 1996; RoR005;Rolls, 1999;0hman,1993).

A Necessary.lnterlude: Some of the essential contributions of neuroscience to the study of
emotion and.pelitics.

Theburgeoningesearchn neuroscience on emotitras,to date,notyet hadwidespread
impactacrosghe manyfields of political scienceWe nextpresenbneselfexecutingexercise
thatdisplayswhatresearchn neurosciencéells usabout how thérainfunctionsthatchallenges
one of the"assumptions embeddethe conventional wisdom about the huneamperiencef
reality. Our maingoalis to provoke thaeader’swillingnessto keepan openmind with regardto
our generalapproactof having emotionagxperiencasthe foundation oéll information
processingdecision makingindbehavior.

As wehavediscussedbove ancientbelief holdsthatthinkingis thecentralactorin
human judgmendndaction. Thinkingrules,andif sometimewe let our“hearts”getin theway,
thatlapsereflectsbadlyon ourcharactefLocke, 1996; Nussbaum, 1994hdeedthis corebelief
is celebratedpnemight sayveneratedasthe singular distinguishinfeatureof ourspecies’

With thisinsmind, touchyour nosewith afinger (eitherhand,anyfingerwill do).How many
touches _did/ou experienceThe normalexperiences one touchYou mightdescribevhatyou

" By limiting ourselvego justthis one vividexpaiencewe do notmeanto suggest the evidence
is restrictedto this exampleIndeedwe elaborategheresearcrevidenceaswell asaddyet more

seltinitiatedtrials thatyou canengageyourself(Marcus,2013).
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just didby saying:l touchedmy nose Now, considerHow manytouchesdid yourbrain
processTheaccurateanswels two. Theelectricalsignalsthat conveytouchsomewherén the
bodyto thebraintravelat approximéaely 76 feetpersecondlt takestime for thenervesignals
generatedt thetip of your noseandthosegeneratedt thetip of yourfingerto travelto the
somatosensorgortexin the brainThenervesignalfrom the nosdo thebrainis measuredn
inches butthatfrom thefingertip to thebrainis measuredn feet.Hence the signalfrom the
nosearriveswell beforethesignalthatarrivesfrom thefinger.

Consciousnessffersthe vivid sensehatwe haveinstantaneousgerticalaccesgo the
eventsbefore us, butthisis justanexampleof our braingricking us(Narretranders1998).
Conveniently, our braingeconcilethetemporaldiscrepancythetwo touchedisplacedn time,
anddeliversinsteadthe subjectivesenseof asingleevent.In this casethebraindoessoby
delayingtheconsciousexperience’of touch until thedistinctelectricalsignalsfrom the nose
andfingerarereconciled® Thebrainis notcapableof magicallygiving us instantaneowcess
to the world:t.does howevercreatetheillusion of instantaneouaccess.

Theexamples but one insighgeneratedy fundamentabreakthrough# neuroscience
about how'humansxperienceeality. First, we now knowthat preconscious sensory processing
is morepreciseanddeftin executingnteractionsgspeciallymotorinteractionsthatis moreso
thanis conseious observatiqiglioti, DeSouza& Goodale, 1995)lt accomplishethis deftness
becausgreconscious neurakttivity is highly parallelanddistributedin various regions of the
brain. For example thoughwe experiencevisionasa coherentully integratecexperiencethe
brainreceivegheelectricalsignalsarriving from thetwo retinasvia theoptic nervesandthen
sendghemto differentregionsto determineobjectidentification, movementassigncolorand
otherattributessothatthesecanbe simultaneouslygleterminedrior to convergencen brain
regionV1 wherethe consciousxperienceof sightis assembledZeki, 1993;Milner & Goodale,
1995).Parallel distributedprocessig of sensoryand somatosensonyformationis ageneral
featureof thebrain (Borst,Grégoire, Thompson, & Kosslyn, 2011t is alsoa fundamental
featureof affectiveprocessing (Celeghin, DianBagnis,Viola, & Tamietto,2017).

Seeond, consciousnesxot “higher” or‘better” thanthe preconscious. Botre

essentialOneeof,consciousness’s principal purposet serveasan “error-correctingspace”

8 Formoreon consciousnessa delusionMichaelGazzaniga'svork is very insightful (1985;

Gazzanigal992;Gazzaniga2011).
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(Gray,2004), aspacenhereinwe candeliberateandplanfor the futureby manipulatingmental
represatations of botlspecificexternalstimuli butalsocomplexsocialoutcomespastand
anticipatedwithout theimmediatenecessityof actingon those deliberationBut humans do not
spendmuchof their lives guidingactivitiesreliant on carefuldeliberaton. Instead most of the
time our behaviors theresultof quick routinesvherebywe applywell-embeddedabitsthat
haveworkedwell in the past(James1890;Bargh,Chaiken, Govender, &ratto,1992;Bargh&
Chartrand,»199%GigerenzerTodd, & Group, 1999).The constant monitoring adctionand
responses managedy preconsciousppraisaprocesgJeannerod, 1997; Berthoz, 1997). And,
whenactingin thatfashion, consciousness helps humaxgainthemselveso themselvesind

to othersandto genera¢ mutuallyreinforcingaccount§Rokeach1964; Kunda, 1990). And,
here,consciousnedsasa differentfunction,to fostersharedourposes, including mutual
affirmationsabout the propewray of actingandinteracting(GrazianoSabine2011;Mercier &
Sperber2017).

Thirds.consciousness muchmorelimited thanarethemanycapacitieof preconscious
processefMarcus,2013).Thatis sobecausein comparisorio preconsciougseuralsystems,
consciousness slow, crude,andresourcantensive. Moreover, consciousness does not have
accesdo proceduramemorywhereinour habits of thoughindactionreside(Schacter1996;
Eichenbatm.& Cohen, 2001).

Feurth, nonetheless, consciousmessietimeexecutesn a fashiorwe candescribeas
‘free will' butit mostoften doessoat theinstigationof anxiety(i.e.,fear,seefootnote 21
below). Anxiety.is the executorof thesecondof two typesof judgment, thaleliberativeroute.
HencepassionasHumepronouncedis herealsoin charge.

Fifth;"mostrecentresearchhatthe long-standingharpdistinctionbetweencognition,
affect,andperceptioris no longertenable As we pointed out above, theork of thebrainto
manageongoingaffairsrequiresnformationprocessin@t aspeeddeftnessandaccuracythat
far exceedtheeapacityof consciousnes3.o accomplishall that,affectiveprocesseare
essentialAs:SiegelandcolleaguegSiegel, Wormwood,Quigley, & Barrett,Forthcoming, pl)
putit:)

® We endorse theiew thatthereis considerable wisdorim relying on the pasto guide the

presentJust noin all circumstances.
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“Feelingsdo morethaninfluencejudgmentsof whatyou haveseenthey

influence theactualcontent of perception. .Neuroscientificandbehavioral

studies suggeshataffectivefeelingsareintegralto thebrain’sinternalmodel

and, thus, perceptioithe cytoarchitectur@f limbic regions putsffective

feelingsat the top of thdorain’s predictivehierarchy,driving predictions

throughout thdrainasinformationcascadeo primary sensoryandmotor

regions:”
Seealso,(Chanes& Barrett,2016).Herewe might offer one helpful suggestiom thesection
aboveyou will find a number ofpatialmetaphorge.g.,in the quoteabove,at the top”).If you
reimaginethesein temporalterms,thatis to say,beforeandafter,youwill have aclearerinsight
into the importof thenaterialpresente@bove seepoint one, below.

A neuroscientificheoryof emotionis guidedby the followingaxiomaticprinciples:

First: Affective appraisal@risepreconsciouslyi.e., well beforeconsciousness capable
of generatingdts.consciousepresentationf theworld of sensoryexperience)

SecondAffective responsearethemselvesocusedappraisals?

Third: Affective appraisalprovide theclosestpossibleto time assessmentssentiato
multiple aspectof tacticalandstrategicaspect®f life, notablyby enablingmoredeftaswell as
moreswiftlysupdating controthanis offeredby selfconsciousnechanismsThisis largely
becausgheformerhavedirectandswift accesgo proceduramemorywhile thelatterdo not
(Berthoz,1997; Jeannerod, 199Gglder,De Haan,& Heywood, 2001 Sdhacter,1996; Squire,
1992).

19 Neuroscientistsften describe emotionascognitive.However,by thattermtheyrefersimply
to informationprocessingnotwhetherthat processingccursin consciousawarenessl he
colloquialmeaningof theword ‘cognition’ holdsthatconscious thoughs theessential
component otognition(i.e.,to cogitate).Thus, neuroscientists use of thierd oftenleadsto
confusioninthegeneralpublic which subscribeo the olderandquitedifferentsemantic
meaningof theword cognition.It hasnotbeenclea which meaning Cognitivéppraisal
theoristsmeanby their useof theterm.Of late,manyCA theoristsreatappraisalasfastand

occurringbeforeconsciousness.
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Fourth: Therearemultiple concurrentparallel,affectiveappraisalseachlargely
subservedy differentneuralprocessegMaratos,Senior, MoggBradley,& Rippon, 2012;
Shenhav &uckner,2014). Thusit is commonfor peopleto experiencanultiple concurrent
emotionalstateghatfluidly reporton changingconditionswithin theself, theexternalconditions
thenpresentandtheinterplayof betweerself andtheexternalworld.

Fifth»What people ending up doing aresultof thecompetitionbetweerandresolution
of theseconcurrengppraisals’

With all'this in mind, how cantheseinsightsexplainhow people understand thwrld
andactin it? Weturn to thatnext.

The Theory of Affective Intelligence

Thefirst'political theory ofemotionto fully rely on neurosciencevasAlT (Marcus,
1988;Marcus& MacKuen,1993).Thetheoryof Affective Intelligenceinitially identifiedtwo
dynamicpreconscious neuraystemsof affectiveappraisalinformedby theresearclof
neuroscienstJeffreyA. Gray (1985;Gray, 1987a;Gray, 1987b)andaugmentedby thework of
other neutescientis(Rolls, 1992;Rolls, 1999; LeDoux, 1992; LeDoux, 1993; Ohman, 1993;
Ohman Flykt,"& Lundquist, 2000}his two-dimensiornview of emotionleadto a substatial
literatureof researclparticularlyontherole of anxiety(i.e.,fear).

Lateryin partstimulatedoy work onangerby otherresearcher@_erner& Keltner,2001;
Valentine;Brader,GroenendykGregorowicz & Hutchings, 2011), ¢hird appraisadimension
wasaddedMarcus& MacKuen,1996;Marcus,2002;Marcus,MacKuen,Wolak, & Keele,
2006).We maketwo observationsfirst, thename theoryof Affective Intelligencearrivedmore
thanadecadeafterthecoreresearcHindingshadalreadyappearedn theresearcHiterature
(Marcus,1988), and, seconthatsignificantmodificationswerelatermadethough thenameof
the theory did nothange.

Wepresentwo Axioms thatarecoreelementf the theory.

Axiem:=L:Enthusiasmandthelateradditionanger,enable andaffirm, relianceon habits
to managehe-mundaneecurringroutinesby which peoplemanageheir affairs. Eachof these
appraisalgeinforcethe suitableandongoingimmediatesucces®f thoserecurringhabits.The

1 n its initial formulationit identified justtwo appraisalsanxiety(fear)andenthusiam. In its
currentguise,thetheoryidentifiesthreesuchappraisalsaddingaversion(anger).It is not

unlikely thatyet otherappraisalwill be found thatvarrantfurther expansionn thefuture.
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first, enthusiasmdealswith recurringpositivegoalsecuringthoughtsandactions.The second,
anger dealswith recurringconfrontationwith noxiousthreats.

Axiom 2: Fearshould delink peopl&om relying on their partisanhabits of thoughand
action.And, importantly,greaer fear shouldalsoleadto awide ranginginformationsearch
designedo identify a contemporaneous understanding ofctieracteiof the novel
circumstaneesgdentify the possible option® addresgshosecircumstancesandidentify the
possiblecqalitionsto achievetheapparentlybestpath.

Onbalancethe bulk of theesearchhatthe theorystimulatedhasbeenfocused on
informationsearchingandtherole of increasedearin moving peopléo makecontemporaneous
deliberativgudgmentsn amanneirthat hewsmorecloselyto those definingleliberative
citizenship(Marcus& MacKuen,1993;Marcus,Neuman,& MacKuen,2000;Redlawsk,
Civettini, & Lat, 2007;MacKuenetal., 2010; Albertson &Gadarian2015;Valentinoetal.,
2008; Suhay &Erisen,2018).Indeed,thoseoffering alternativeexplanationgLadd & Lenz,
2008;Lavinesdohnston, &Steenbergerf012)andthoseaffirming AIT (Groenendyk, 2016)
retainthesamefocus oninformationgatheringanddeliberationThreerecentreviewssummarize
theresearcHiteratureon emotionsn politics (Brader,Marcus,& Miller, 2011;Brader&
Marcus,2013;Vasilopoulos, Forthcoming}ollectivelythesedocument the focus on
informationsearchandon deliberation.

Thetheory ofAffective Intelligencein its broadest view putat theforefrontthecore
claimthatmultiple affectiveappraisalserveto enableto approachew judgment:1) adefault
approachpartisarrelianceon habituategracticesthatis relianceontraditions,and2) a
departurdrom thatdefault,nonpartisanopendeliberationthat setsasidetraditionand
“automaticity=for thoughtfulassessmentoasto produceconsiderandthenenactnew
solutionst@ challengegoisedby novelcircumstances.

Havingtwo approacheavailableis anadaptionthataddresseshe problemthatthe
viability eachmede of judgmengntailsa specificform of fallibility. Thefirst, relianceon habit,
presumeshatbenefitsin thefuturecanbe mossuccessfullyharvestedy relying on proven
practiceofithoughtandaction But relianceon pastpracticesvhencircumstanceare
dramaticallyorsapidly changesanlead,at theextremeto extinction(Darwin, 1966).

Thesecondmode relianceon operdeliberation presumeshatthe contemporary
circumstancearesufficiently unusuato recommendsettingasideproven habitsor newly
craftedpossibilities But knowingthatpastis notlikely to provide atemplatefor thecurrent

circumstancess not a solutiorasto whatto do. Rejectingthepastenablesisto morefreely
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consider the possible solutioasdguessasto their prospectsBut heretoothereis afallibility.
Thesenovel solutionsformedfrom relianceon aur ability to reason, usinguchmechanismss
democratidnstitutionsandpublicreasorfosteredby afree press(Habermas1984; Fishkin,
1991), have a histonyf failure in partdueto theinability of reasorto fully anticipatethe
consequencebatmight follow.

Hereywe detail onesuchinstanceof afailure resultingfrom relianceon reasoningAfter
thedefeatof.thePersianghe Greekalliance thatbetweerSpartaandits alliesand Athensandits
allies, broke downSpartavasdeterminedo defeatwhattheysawwasan overweening Athens
empire.During the openingphase®f the Peloponnesiamar, the Spartansiadthe mostadept
army,while the Athenianmilitary mightlay in its navy. This madeAthens vulnerabléo land
invasion.Pericles thegreatAthenianleader proposed planthatviolatedtraditional Athenian
warrior codesof conductinsteadof meetingthe Spartararmyonthefields outside of Athens, he
persuadedhereluctantAthenianwarriorsto build awall thatwould surround theity andthe
landall theway.to andincludingtheir seaportPiraeusThewalls prevented th&partangrom
engaging the Athenian$he Spartanswrledinsultsat the Athenianso drawthemout oftheir
walled citys'But; heedingPericles the Athenianwarriorsrefusedthechallenge.

To sustainthe Athenians nowving inside thewalledcity they broughgll theiranimals
into thecitysaswell. The Spartansouldanddid burnthe countryside but could ndéstroythe
lands.And'once the fightingeasorended, th&partararmyreturnedo SpartaThenew
strategyworked.Unanticipatedvasthatthis novel solutiorcreateda problentfar greater. The
densecity hadbecome a formidable breeding grodaddiseaseWhenthe plaguecameit killed
perhapsasmanyasone in four AtheniansAmongthedeadwasthearchitectof theentire
strategy Peficléshimself (Thucydides, 1996%

12 This aneedotabxamplecontains another lessddumars soughto understandliseasdor
muchof its history,seekingwellnessthroughmedicinalpotions,religiousceremoniessacrificial
acts,anddevelopingheoriesof diseasehat only becamesomewhasuccessfulvhenbacteria
andvirusesbecamadentifiedin thelate 20thcentury.Happilyfor humansresilienceto
infectionwasproduceddy nondeliberativemechanismgrovidedby evolution,e.g.skinthatis

quiteresistanto infection, themmunesystemandthe bloodbrainbarrier.
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Innumerablanodernexamplef failuresresultingfrom relianceon reasorreadilycome
to mind, amonghem:thetwo spaceshuttledisastersthe ColumbiandtheChallengerthe
effectof cheapairplanetravel enablingtherapiddiffusion of viruses througinfected
passengersheability of evolutionto work morerapidlyamongvirusesandbacteriawhich may
well overwhelm,theslowerefforts of pharmaceuticatompaniego produceefficaciousdefenses;
or the toomanyinstance®f bridgesfailing becauseinanticipatedconditions).The best
outcomes.obcienceandtechnologyhavebeen,onbalanceagreataid to humanprogressput
we mustalsoadknowledgethe sometimegraveoutcomessome of thosadvancesave
generatedWhenhuman inventedndadopted a carbdmasedeconomy theyain electricity
generationproduction oimanmadédertilizer, andpharmaceutical&@mongothers valuable
yields). Theseinnovationsgeducestarvation, povertgndcrime.But with thosebenefitscame
climatechangeandgreaterisk to humansandmanyotherspecies.

In sum,eachapproachs imperfect.Adoptingeitherasthe ubiquitoudbasisfor decision
making wouldleaveus considerablynorevulnerable, thougim differentways.We arebetter
servedby havingtwo routesto judgmentBut identifying this dualcapabilityrequiresidentifying
wheneachrouteis besttaken.

Let us applythis insightto citizenship.In his study of citizenshipin American,Schudson
(1998) foundhatin anygivenperiodthereis one dominant normative conceptiorvdiatis
requiredio’be a goocitizen.More recently,discussions ofitizenshipin Americahaveseena
debateasto whatform of citizenshipis bestto ensure theucces®f democracyOn the one hand
arethosewho.espouse a modbhsedon the ubiquitousapacityto beinformedandactasan
autonomouseasoningagent(Rawls,1971;Rawls,1997; Benhabib, 199&lster& Przeworski,
1998;Callan;2997).In that model,citizensfailing to meettherequirementshreaterthe very
heartof democratidnstitutionsAchenandBartels,2016, #19472Caplan,2007, #2449Dahl,
1992, #944; Somin, 2016, #7024@n the othehandarethosewho espase a&orm of
citizenshipbasedon solidarityandcommitmento commoncausegShapiro, 1999Sanders,
1997; Rosenblum, 2008)Vhattheyeachhavein commonis the presumptiothattheir
normativeidealis to be a universal standarf8ut aswe havearguedAlT holdsthataseach
standard steadfastommitmento extantprojectsandgoalsandopendeliberation-canhold
swayat differenttimesfor thesameindividual..Citizensarebestpreparedy beingadeptat
usingeachmodein the conditiorthatthatmodeis bestsuited,this claim makesextantaccounts
of citizenship atleastthosethatadvance aetof uniformly applicablestandardsrelikely

suspect.
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This alsooffersanewunderstanding oilhy some humanaregeneticallyinclinedto
adopt a conseative stancewhile others adopt enoreprogressiveone (Hibbing Smith, &
Alford, 2013; HibbingSmith, & Alford, 2014).Giventhe dominant normative understanding of
democracyasrequiringaninformedreasoningitizenrythe finding of thosébiased’to taking a
standfastapproachi.e.,inclinedto trusttraditionandstableorderit hasbeencommonto treat
thesesoinclinedasaform of pathologicalesistanceo progresgProulx & Brandt, 2017)AIT
reimaginedherole.of right andof theleft aseachinclinedto adopt one ofwo modesn
operationbecauseachis moreadeptatthatone modgBernabel& Oliveira, 2017).Thisensures
thatwhenthe publicfacechallengest will have a robusiebatehencemakingit lesslikely that
acasuallysecurecconsensusvill be adoptedBut this, aswe shallseebelow,overstateshe
influence @fin€linations.Theinfluence of theircumstantiainderstandings trepecificsof any
particularthreatarequite robust.

As we havedocumentedAlT haslargelyfocusedon precursorf judgment.n light of
that,how dees.#ocuson modes of judgment advance tigdd? We apply the principahAIT
axiomsto focustwo modesof judgmentAs we, andmanyothers have noted, habredy on
“automaticity to swiftly enactthe suliety anddeftnesghattheexecutionof habitsdemandthe
millisecondinterplayof actionandresponse, botphysicalwith objects,andsocialwith others).
Thus, thecapacitieof angerandenthusiasm operatargelyin the preconsciougalm,largely
playing eutin the hidderrealmof the preconscioudhisleadsto two hypotheses:

First,angerservedo launchdefensesgainstchallengego extantcorenormsby those
whothreatenAnd, giventhe importance of those norrieir protectionwill leadpeope to
disregardar thespecificbenefitsor costsof suchactions(i.e., utility in thelanguageof classic
economic theory}? And, angerwill be most potent among thosto aremostattachedo those
corenorms.Hencehypothesis onpredictsthattherewill be a positiveénteractionbetweeranger

andthesalientpalitical dispositionsespeciallyunder conditions dhreat.

13|n this regard this hypothesishallengeshe ubiquity of Prospect theoryiaim thatlosses
will bemaereinfluential thangainswhenpeoplemakedecisiondKahneman& Tversky,1979;
Levy, 1992).Whenpeopleareangrytheyaremorelikely to disregardhe possibility of losses
resultingfrom their actions(Lerner& Keltner,2001;Lerner,GonzalezSmall, & Fischhoff,

2003).
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With respecto identifying novelcircumstancessuchcircumstancearedealtwith by
conscious consideration of theeritsof contemporaryroposalgunaffectedy partisan
loyalties)andthepossibilitiesof newcoalitionsthatmight betterservethanferventattachments
to extantpracticesandloyalties.

Secondfearwill leadto disregardor extantpracticeqpracticesll -suitedas theywill be
in novelcireumstances)Anxious peoplavill likely turnawayfrom habits otherwise normalkt
play andconcerfthemselvesvith thebestpossible outcomegventhe novelcircumstancethen
evident.Hence hypothesigwo specificallypredids thatthe power opolitical dispositionswill
bereducedn thepresencef feargeneratedby contemporaryhreats.

lll. Applying the Theory of Affective Intelligenceto Two ReceivedWisdoms

Theclaim we takeupis that perception othreat,averyfamiliar andcurrentlywidely
usedconcept(Huddy, FeldmanTaber,& Lahav,2005; Rosenboim, Benzion, Shahrabani, &
Shavit, 2012Mutz, 2018)fully andsatisfactorilyaccountdor how peoplaeactwhenfacedwith
threatsforeignanddomesticAIT holdsthatpeople havéwo waysof respondindo threat.They
canunderstandt,asfamiliar andnoxious,bestaddressedy rallying the troopsandlaunchingas
ferocious @ responsesnecessaryo eliminateit. Or, theycanunderstand ththreatassomething
unusualhencebestbetterto look beforeyou leap.AlT holds bothrelevantappraisalsare
executedsimultaneouslhandlargelyindependentiWVhich is themorerobust,atanygiven
momentwill determinghe course¢aken.We apply the model showin Figure 2 below, to

threatin France!*

14 Hereandthroughouwe focus on thénteractiveeffectsbetweerthe contemporaneous
affectiveappraisal@andsalientpoliticized dispositionsIn the nterestof having a moréocused
presentatiomerewe discusglirecteffectselsewhergVasilopoulosMarcus,Valentino, &

Foucault, 2018; Vasilopoulo®)arcus,& Foucault, 2018; Vasilopoulos ®larcus,2017).
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Figure 2: The Downstream Consequencesf Appraisals of Fear and Anger under conditions of

Appraisal 1: Is there uncertainty evident? -----> Greater Fear

It yes, decrease reliance on habituated dispostions, boost

F_’I_C;:'t'cal willingness to compromise, expressly consider the circumstances
reat (information search), and consider new best options.
Appraisal 2: Is there a normative violation evident? ------ > Greater Anger
If yes, strengthen reliance on relevant habituated
dispositions and greater unwillingness to to compromise.
Threat

With respecto threat,the commorview is that peoplefeel a lot offearor theyfeel less;
therebyindieatingthatwhetherthe theatis high or low. In brief, threatelicits fearandfearin
turn drives peopléo support conservative policiesdpoliticians.

AIT offersanalternativeaccountof how preconscious emotioimapacton both the
substantive decisions peopi@keandthe pocesshy whichtheymakethem.As such,it should
beapplicablete.avery wide arrayof dependentariables Herewe examinetwo importantfacets
of citizenship,how peopleevisetheir policy preference light of affectiveappraisal®f
contemporary evenandhow theygeneratevotechoice.

We beginwith the oftenmadeassertiorthatfear mobilizesauthoritariangandthose on
thefar right (Feldman& Stenner1997;Stenner2005).Thereis a unity of understanding,
includingsuchworksasofferedby GlenWilson (1973),HerbertMcClosky (1958)ErnstBecker
(1973;Becker1975) thathreatactivatesconservativeandauthoritariandispositions.

Consideration odnyotheremotionin this processs oftenabsentthoughsee(Skitka,
Bauman Aramovich, & Morgan, 2008;ambertetal., 2010;Green& Phillips, 2004).The
impulseto focus on a singulaffectivecausdas anaturalderivativeof conventional approaches
to emotion.As we’ve reviewedabove bothAttitude theoryandthe school of Cognitive
Appraisaltheoriesreston the presumptiothatatanygiven moment onaffectivestateis
dominantHence,if peoplefaceathreattheywill becomefearfulandonly fearful. Fearso
dominateghis narrativethatit hasbecomeconventional wisdorthatit is the only trigger of
movemento theright afteracrisis (Feldman& Stenner,1997; Robin, 2004; Nussbaum, 2018).

However,accordingo AIT, fearis unlikely to producesuchresultsfor two reasonsFirst,
atanygivenmomentwith respecto emotion, thérainis evaluatinghreefocusedreaturesof
the environmentandthe self's capacityto engage)Thus,it is the normfor thereto bethree
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concurrentaffectiveappraisalsAnd, secondspecificto threat,aswe outlined aboveseeFigure
2, Affective Intelligence Theory pointdo two differentfrequentlyco-occurringappraisalas
pivotalin determininghow peopleaddresshesituation® If thisis indeedthecasethen
conventional accountmetheoreticallyunder,andhencemis-specified(She,Eimontaite Dangli,
& Sun, 2017).

Expleringwhat happensvhenfearincreasesvithout simultaneously accountirfigr the
concurrenippraisabf normativeviolation, expressethy modulatinglevelsof anger s likely to
generatenaccurateestimateof theimpactsof fearandanger(Lerneretal., 2003).0Only if
affectiveappraisalsverecompletelyorthogonal wouldt bevalid to examineoneaffective
appraisawithout theotheralsobeingincludedin the modelBut the consequence tife
appraisabfuncertaintyis notsomuchdirectedatimpactingthe substantivdecisionof whatto
chooseamonganyvisible options butatherto alter howwe go about makinghatchoice.
Increasedearmovespeopleto attendto the optiongresentedby contendingpartiesandtheir
leadersand diminishedinfluenceof prior political preference¢Marcus,Neuman & MacKuen,
2000;Brader;2006).Whatfollows thereafterwill depend on how persuasigachside proves$o
beto anxigus voterdt is quite possibléhattheright or far right may make whattheyfind to be
amorecredibleclaim, in which caseanxious votersnaywell moveto theright (Vasilopoulos &
Marcus,20%%; Vasilopoulogtal., 2018).But that movements contingent on theneritsthatthe
newly attentive anxious publidind in theavailableoptions.

We exploretheseclaimsby applyingthemto two differenttasks.Thefirst is authoritarian
political preferenceswWhendo people holdo their convictionsandwhendo theyrevisetheir
viewsby takingiadvantage afew contemporaneous informatiohhe seconds voting: Whendo
peoplerely ontheir political dispositiongo votefor far right partiesandcandidateandwhendo
they abandothem.Our theoryanticipateghatemotionswill have thesamepatternof effects
with political attitudesandwith theact of voting,regardles®f the specificstimulusthatevoked

theseemotionalreactionsTo supportheseclaims,we presenthreeof ourrecentstudieghat

15 The earliefWork in the AIT vocabularydescrbedthis dimension using theermaversion.
Others,notablyValentinoandBanks (Banks & Valentino, 201¥alentinoetal., 2011), have
usedangerto namethis samedimensionWe adopt thdattertermasbettersuitedto labelthis

dimension.The underlyingneuralprocesss thesame(HarmonJones, 2004).
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drawon Frenchdatausingdifferentemotionaltargets.Study linvestigategsheassociatiorof
emotional responsds thestateof the economwn the 2014 EuropeaParliamentaryelections.
Study 2addressetheimpactof emotionakeactiongo theJanuary2015CharlieHebdoattacks
on the endorsement afithoritariampreferencesStudy 3assessetheassociatiorbetweerfear
andangerstemmingfrom the November 13, 201Baristerrorattackson the 201%-rench
regionaleleetionsthattook placefour weeksaftertheattacksln other studiesye explore
similar hypotheSes botim both Franceandin other nations using additionatffectivetargets
(Valenting,Marcus,Foucault,& Vasilopoulos, 2018).

Study 1

Wefirst presensomeresultsfrom a studywhereinwe examinedhow fearandanger
differentially mabilizedrightwing votersto vote for the FrontNationalin the 2014 European
parliamentangelection(Vasilopoulos &Marcus,2017).France atthattime, waswrestlingwith a
stagnaneconomychronichigh unemployment, and government défatexceededU
requirementslhe Socialistgovernmented by Presidenfrargois Hollandehadrecordlow
approvalratings;but themajor oppositionparty, the UMP (sincerenamed_-es Republicains),
wasbedeviledby scandalaindintrapartydivisions.All of this servedo createan openingfor the
FrontNationalithatits leaderMarine Le Penaggressivelysoughtto exploit.

We'madeuse ofaninternet survegonductedn two Frenchregions(lle-de-Franceand
Provencegeneratingadiversesampleof respondentthatmatchedcensudigureson avariety of
demographic dimensiong/e comparedsoters of the Fronilationalwith voters of thdar left
Front deGauchethecentereft PartiSocialiste thecenterright UMP andthosewho choseo
votefor anyotherparty. We excludednonvoterdrom theanalysisWe madeuse ofaffective
appraisaloftheFrencheconomyFearandangertowardthe economyvereeachmeasuredy
two five paintLikert scaleitemsrangingfrom “not atall ...” to “quite ...”. As with anythreat
stimulus,we expectthatfearandangerwill beconcurrenpertinentappraisal§MacKuenetal.,
2010;Mareusetal., 2017;Marcus,MacKuen,Wolak, & Keele,2006).Theyarehere,as
elsewherehighly correlatedr= 0.63; p < .001).

Ourpredictionis thatFearand Angerwill alterhow peoplenakeuse oftheir political
dispositionsElsewherave haveexploreda number o&vailablepolitical habits buherewe will
focus on just ond,eft-Right political identification,whichis consideredhe key psychological
anchor ofFrenchvoters(Bélanger,Lewis-Beck, Michael S.,Chiche,& Tiberj, 2006;Fleury &
Lewis-Beck,1993).
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Recallthatwe predictthatincreasedearwill diminishtheimpactof political dispositions
of thoughtandaction,while we predictthatangemwill strengtherthosesamedispositionsijn this

analysisjdeologicalidentification.

Figure 3: The Effects of Fear and Voting on Ideological Identification and the vote for the Front

4
A

+
"
-

3
3
1

2
L
"

B

Q

prohaniily of voling £l
U 2
i i — ey
k
i
i i
-
PR S
probshiity of voling Fi
a 1
L
[ . . RICTE
el -
ce—
il
——————

i 25 5 75 i o 25 5 -] 1
fass angal
L Far lalt (2) & Canter Lelt {4)
® - Cander Bight (8) s Far Right {8)

National,.2014
sourcexMaking ElectoralDemocracyork project(MEDW)

Figure3 showghatasFrenchcitizensmovefrom low to high levelsof fearcenterright
andleftwingrespondentdecomemorelikely to votefor theFN. However thesedifferencesare
not statisticallysignificant.On the other hand, theght hand sidef Figure4 clearlysuggests
thatangerincreasesheimpactof far right ideologicalidentificationon the probabilityf voting
for theFN in the 2014 Europeaglection.Whenangeris atits minimumideological

identificationhasa verylimited impacton voting for the=N. As we movefrom low to high
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levelsof angerhoweverrightwing respondents beconsegnificantlymorelikely to votefor the
FN. Onbalanceghena modesaffirmation.

Study 2

Our secondstudyalsoenableusto testourtwo centralhypothesed-derewe took
advantag®ef the CEVIPOFbarometenf political confidencgBarometredela Confiance
Politique)®Awaveof the surveyhadbeenplannedo goin thefield whenthe CharlieHebdo
attackstookplace.On the Mondayfollowing the CharlieHebdoattacks,one of the authonsas
invited to submit aneasurdo gaugethe emotionateactionsof the Frenchpopulation Full
detailsareavailablehere(Vasilopoulosetal., 2018).

Thesurvey produces a diversamplematchingthe population oranarrayof
demographivariablesandcorsistingof 1,524 respondenis two waves,one priorto the
CharlieHebdoattacksandonethreeweeksafter. Datawerecollectedby the use of Computer
AssistedWeb Interview(CAWI). Thedependenvariableis ascaleconsisting ofall available
itemsin ourstudythatmeasureadoption orejectionof authoritariarpolicy preferencesEachof
thesetemsweremeasuredising 4-point response optiongth highervaluesindicatinggreater
supportfor/theauthoritarianoption oneachof the fourpolicies!’” The four items,which we
combineinto asinglesummatedcale are:

1) “The deathpenaltyshould beestoredn France”;

2)*“Franceshould have a strorlgaderwho does not have worry aboutelectionsor the

parliament”;

3) “Therearetoo manyimmigrantsin France”;and,

4) “Thearmyshouldrun the country.”

In this studywe takeadvantagef thepanelnatureof thedatato gaugeindividualdevel
changesn;autharitariarpreferencessaresultof the public’saffectiveappraisalof theterror
attacks We.employedthis methodbecauseve anticipatethat—asis typically the casewith
political attitudes—authoritariampreferencesftertheattacksareshapedy attitudesrespondents
held beforestheattacksaswell asby theimpactof theattacksthemselve. We beginby

16 The Barongtre is aregularlyrecurringsurveyof Frenchpublic opinionoverseerby Sciences
Po’sresearcHaboratory Centerfor Political ResearcfCEVIPOF).

" Theresponse optionmsngefrom stronglyagree,agreedisagreeto stronglydisagree.
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presentinghe proportion of the peopie this studyfeelingfearful andfeelingangry.As Figure
4 clearlyshows thd-renchreportbeingveryfearful butevenmoresotheyreportfeelingangry.

Figure 4: Proportions of the French who felt Fearful and who felt Angry in responseto the Charlie

| mean of fsar B mean of anger

Saurce: Baramétra de la Gorllance Politiqua

Hedbo Attacks

How.do fearandangercondition thampactof ideology onattitudechange?Figure6,
below, shewshatit wasthose on théeft who werefearfulwho movedto adoptauthoritarian
policies,policiestheynormallyreject,while those on theight who wereangryweremovedto

marshalyetgreatersupportfor policiesthatthey normallyfind quite genial.
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In theaftermathof theCharlieHebdoattacksthe Socialistgovernment of Hollande
adoptedstrictersecuritymeasureshus signalingo their supportershata they shoulgimilarly
supportsuechmove (Vasilopoulogtal., 2018). Andasshownin Figure6, theleft pane,t was
thefearful amengthemthatmadethatswitch. But, aswe show belowijn study 3, ouclaim that
this bifurcatedresponsefearleadingto open-mindednesmndangerleadingto mobilizationof
thelikely mindedloyal to their convictionsis notrestrictedio ideologicalconvictions nois it
restrictedto changeandresistancef public opinion.

Study 3

Study 3focusesonthe 2015NationalRegionalElectionsin Francethattook placejust a
few weeksafterthe November 1Paristerrorattacks.The datacomefrom thefirst two wavesof
the FrenchElection Study (Enqui ElectoraleFrargaise),a panelstudywhich executeda new
waveapproximatelyeverymonthbetweenNovember 201andthe Frenchlegislativeelections
thattook placein June 2017The surveywasconductedetweerNovember20and29 2015
(Wavel), andJanuary22to February3, 2016(Wave2) usingCAWI in a nationwide
representativeampleof 24,369 respondents, 20,460afich participatedn bothwaves.The
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dependent variable thereportedvotein thefirst round of the 201%renchregionalelections,
measuredn wave?2. In thefirst round of the=renchregionalelections Frenchcitizensvotedfor
aparty candidatdo serveasthe regional president the 201%election,alongwith the FN
candidatesyoters could choodeom the fourmajor Frenchpolitical parties,namelythefar left
PartideGauchg’ PdG), the incumbententerleft PartiSocialiste(' PS), andthecenterright
LesRepublicaing’' Republicainy. In addition,theymayvotefor avariety of minorparties
(scoredas @thef),.or abstain(‘Abstained’)!?

All ‘of the independemariableswveremeasuredn Wave 1. We measureemotional
reactiongo theterrorattacksusingthe approachproposedy Marcus,NeumanandMacKuen
(2017).In Waveone,thelevel of fearis measuredby threequestions, tapping thextentto which
respondentgelt'anxious fearful, or frightenedwhenreflectingon the November 1&ttacks*®
Theydo soby recordingtheir response usingtan pointscalethatrangedfrom notatall to
extremely.A fearscaleis constructedy summingacrosshethreeAnxiety items.Detailsonthis

andall othermeasure# study 3canbe foundn therelevantpublication (Vasilopoulostal.,

18 The samplés'quotacontrolledfor age,gender, professionatatusandstratifiedby region
andsizeof.community.The studywasconductedor the Centrede Recherche®olitiquesde
Scienceobythepolling instituteIPSOSMORI andwassponsoredy the FrenchMinistry of
theInterior.

19 Havingmltiple itemsfor eachdimensioris avital stepin the propemeasuremertf any
latentconceptandnolesssofor measuringaffectiveresponseSullivan & Feldman, 1979;
DiamantopoulosSarstedtFuch,Wilczynski, & Kaiser,2012).But apartfrom the usual
psychometriereonsiderations @$tablishingeliability andvalidity thereis thefurtherbenefitof
dealingwith the 'suggestiothatanxietyandfear aredifferentemotionsFor whatevertheir
semantigneaningsnight offer onthatscore thefailure of thesetemsto differentiateaspeople
describenowtheyfeelis telling (Marcus,MacKuen, Wolak, &eele,2006).Also availablein
thesedataaremultiple indicabrs of enthusiasm. Includintpesein theseanalysegloesnotalter

theresultsreported.
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2018).Angerreactonsaremeasuredn asimilarway. For Anxiety, The exacttermsin French

were“inquiétude”, “peur” and* effroi” ; for Anger,theFrenchtermsusedwere*” colére”,
“haine”, “amertumé and*“ressentimerit*°

We measurauthoritarianisnusing thechild-rearingvaluesscale? Thescaleasks
respondentshetherit is moreimportantfor achild to a) be independent or vespectfufor his/
hergrandparentb) to havean enquiringmind or to bewell mannered) to bewell behavecdr
be creativeandd).to be obedient aio be autonomouddeologicalldentificationhasbeen
measuredby anitem asking respondents placethemselve®naneleveninterval scaleranging
from far left (0) to far right (10). Finally, our modelsinclude therelevantdemographic
characteristicto seeif thosecharacteristicdhere,performmuchasthey haven prior research.
Hence weincludemeasure$or age,gendersocialclass,andeducationAll variablesarecoded
to rangefrom 0to 1 soasto enhanceomparabilityof coefficientsandhenceof effectsize.

Figure6 presentgheaffectiveresponseto the Parisattacks.Theresults—aswasthe
casewith theCharlieHebdoattacks— suggesthat theattacksgenerated high degreeof both

fearandanget:

20|t is worth'notingthatwe have longeenusinghatredandangerastwo of the fourmarkersof
theangerappraisalSome havarguedthatangerandhatredaredifferentin kind, thatis eachis a
distinctaffectivestate(Halperin,Russell Dweck, & Gross,2011).Yet, in dozens of studies,
thosedescribediere,aswell asothersin various nationguS, France GermanyandNorway)
thesetwo itemsproveto beessentily synonymsthatis people use bottermsto makethesame
determinationr how noxious thejeel about thaarget(Marcusetal., 2017;NeumanMarcus,&
MacKuen,2018).

%1 (Feldman& Stenner, 1997)Seslso(FedericoFisher,& Deason20111;Hetherington&

Weiler, 2009;Hetherington& Suhay, 2011Stenner2005).
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Figure 6: Affective Responseso the Paris Attacks - Fear and Anger

Let’s.turn nextto ourmain hypothesesiWe advanceahe argumenthataffective
appraisals€hangeheextentto whichwerely on our dispositiondn study 3werely ontwo
dispositions: ideologgndauthortarianism.As we mentionecearlierideologyis the key
dispositionalvariableexplaining votechoicein France while VasilopoulosandLachat(2018)
havealsofoundthatauthoritarianisnrunshigh amongrrenchfar right voters.The Normal Vote
model’'scentralaxiomis thatpolitical habits endura,e. authoritariangndthosewho identify
with thefar rightwill votefor thefar right regardles®f thesituation.Here,we testtheindirect
effectsof Fearand Angeron the standing votingabitsof voters.Theresultsfor left-right

ideologicalidentificationareshownin Figure7.
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Figure 7: Indirect Effectsof Fear and Anger on Left-Right Dispositionsand Voting for the FN 2015
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Both hypothesearesupportedy theempiricalpatternsn Figures.Fearreducessoting
for the FrontNationalamongcenterright andespeciallyamongfar right partyidentifiers.As
their fearmountsfar right voters shovessloyalty to their party. On the other handanger
increasesupport most amorfgr right partyidentifiers. Thus, those mosaclinedto votefor the
far right, the kN, thosewith establishedoyaltiesfind thatfearweakenghatloyalty while anger
strengthenghosesameloyalties.At thesametime, resultsshowangemobilizing far left ard
centerleft to'votefor thefar right, yetto alesserextent.Overall,we find thatideology displays
its maximumeffecton votingfor theFN at the highestevelsof anger.And, thisis in line with
our expectations.

And, whenwe turnto thesecondnfluential predispositionauthoritarianismyve seeyet
againthesamepattern.As shownin Figure8, below,thosewho aremostfearful arelesslikely to
vote on theébasisof authoritarianisnwhile thosewho areauthoritariarandangry about th@aris

attacks becomemorelikely to votefor the FN in the regionaklectionsof 2015.
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Figure 8: Indirect Effectsof Fear and Anger on Authoritarianism and Voting for the FN 2015
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Overall,theevidenceabove suggesthatpeoplereactto threatby ascertainingnow novel
is thethreatandiin parallel,how noxiouds thethreat.Thesearetwo fundamental properties.
The evidenedrom neurosciencen the generation @uchanswerss thattheyaredifferentially,
not sequentiallydeterminedPaulusetal., 2010;Whalenetal., 2001;Whalenetal., 2004).This
suggestshat usingsuchconceptsas“perceptionsof threat”with responsepresumedo be a
singular dimension, runninigom low to high obscures the dérentiatedvaysthehumanbrain
actuallyappraiseshreat.

A newstudyexamineda diversesampleof 50newsstories.Thestoriesall captured
substantial publiattention.Theyrangedrom feel goodstories(e.g.,thesafelanding of a
wounded plané the HudsorRiver, Chileanminerescue)o celebritystories(golfer Tiger
Woods’scaraccident) butalsoincludedmajorpolitical stories(abortion controversin Kansas,
Obama’sinauguration)Using thesamemethodologyto measureemotional responsés the 50

storiesaswe usehere,eachof thesestoriesshowthatthesethreeemotionalappraisalareactive
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responséo eachandeveryone of thestories.Theresultsshoweddramaticaffectiveresponses on
eachof thethreeaffectiveappraisalsHence well beyond justhreatstories all storieswere
appraiseasto whethertheyarefamiliar or not(fear), how theyconfirm succes®f important
goals(enthusiasm}andhowmuchor howlittle any noxiouschallenges presen{Neumaretal.,
2018). Thusthesethreeaffectiveappraisalappeato be ubiquitoushactiveacrossnost
circumstaneesAnd, this suggestshatanger’sfunctionandinfluencehasbeenunderstate@nd
fear’sfunctienandinfluencebeenoverestimated.
IV. Discussion
We beganwith afrequenly usedquotefrom David Hume.We endwith anequally

telling quotefrom Thomas Hobbes. Hobbbgginshis book, thé_eviathan with areviewof
human natur@she understoodt. Hobbesdentifiesacrucialfeature,asensehumandack. He
wrote (1968, p-'9):

“ For theforesightof thingsto come,whichis providence, belongs ontg him

by whesewill theyareto come.Fromhim only, and supernaturally, proceeds

prophecy.”
All speciesin safar aswe know, alsolack foresight.Thatmakesall species/ulnerableto
unforeseervents(a new predator, aewdiseasechangingclimate,andmore).While evolution
hasnot,asyet, produced theapacityfor foresight,it hasgeneratedfor humans, dnext best”
solutionsHumMans havecaapacityto makeefficient use offast preconsciousppraisalgo identify
whenrelianceon therich inventoryof pastpracticefsomeencodedyenetically,someencoded
in cultures,andsomesecuredhroughlife experience most ofthesebeinghiddenfrom
introspection)."/Andwhen relianceon thatinventoryis failing, theaffectiveappraisals,
enthusiasnferrewardseekingactionsandangerfor punishmenmanagemensignalsuchbe
lowering thoseappraisalsThen,eithergreatereffort or abandonmertanbemarshaled.
Additionally thehaveanalternativelyapproacho judgmentWhenfearsignals a novel
circumstaneg¢henthe mode oflecisioamakingchangeso thoughtfuldeliberation Eachmode
is fallible, justin‘differentways,justaseachis adept,butin differentcircumstancesAnd,
managinghelack of foresightis of atleastequalimportanceo how people resportd reward
andpunishment,

Thelong dominantiiew presentghe publicaslargelyignorantandgenerally,if not
equally,availableto elite manipulation(Delli Campini & Keeter,1993; Kornhauser, 1959;
Sartori,1987).But this view presumeshatthoughtfulinformeddeliberations the solaneandor

judgment.This presumptionif valid, wouldindeedrequireaninformedanddeliberating
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citizenry (Benhabib, 1996)And, onthis score theargumentangesetweerthoseoptimistic
aboutdemocracy(Fishkin, 2009)to thosemoredubious(Mueller, 1999), andto those
downrightdeclaringdefeat(Caplan,2007; Somin, 2016But aswe havepresentedAIT
describeswo forms of judgment,onethatdoesrely ondeliberativeconsideratiomelativelyfreed
from partisanloyaltiesandonethatrelieson habituatedracticeghatstorepastsuccessgor
futureuse Wehopethat ourtheoreticalperspective providesreewview of this ancientbattle
betweerthosearguingfor moredemocracyandthosearguingfor less.Eachmode of judgment
hasits advocatesthosewho advance thgalueof deliberation(Habermas1984;Rawls,1971;
Rawls,1997)andthosewho advance thgalue of steadfastoyaltiesto achievingpartisangoals
(Rosenblum, 2008; Shapiro, 1999).

Theoperation of théwo approacheto political judgmenthavebeenlargely hidden
becaus®f theirinitiation occursbeforeconsciousness anldencejs largelyinvisible to usas
conscious individualslt might be usefuto juxtaposeAlT against the longstablishednfluential
model of veting:The NormalVote model. Phil Converse (1960; Converse, 1962; Converse,
1964; Converse, 1966nanyyearsago,offeredasuccinctsummary:

“Theelectionoutcomen the population, or subpopulatiomsnbeconstrueds
theresultoef shorttermforcesactingonthedistributionof partisanoyalties
whichthavecharacterizedhe population.”

-(Converse, 1966, p. 15)

It is, atheartavery simpleaccountAxiom 1: Peoplehave habituated dispositiomsich
serveasrecurringreliableguidesto thoughtandaction(partisanidentificationandlater
ideologicalidentification). Theseprovide the normal vote: the vdteatresultsfrom thosewith
left inclinations votindeft andthosewith right inclinationsvotingright. But, ashappens,
incumbents loosandchallengersvin, ruling partiesandcoalitionson occasionoosestrength
andarereplacedy challengergSundquist, 1973 armines& Stimson,1989).TheNormalVote
model includes-gituationalcomponento accountfor theseswings.HenceAxiom 2:it is the
weakestidentifiers,who abandortheir comfortable homefr newalliancesnvhen“shortterm
forces”blowthemoff theirweakmoorings.

TheNormal Vote modelseegshe publicasrespondingo thecurrentenvironment
(Converse, 1966 ndaslargelydrivenby elite opinion(Zaller, 1992).As we have soughto
makeclear,we havetwo disagreementwith this and othesuchaccountsFirst, we beginby
rejectingtheview of the publicasdrivenby externalandhistoricalforcesandreplacingthatwith

anaccounjpremisedon selfenactingagency.Secondye alsoreject,theview thatsituational
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circumstanceandclaimsareuniformin their directionanduniformin theirimpact.As our
resultsshown abovenuchdepends owhethera given circumstancevokesgreaterfearor
greateranger.

We begarthis sectionby notingthattherehasbeenan enduringdebatebetweerthose
who view the publicaspassiveandill -informed(Achen& Bartels,2016)andthosewho view
the publicasactiveandcapablgFishkin, 2009)To this pointneithersidehasgivenway. The
opposingviewsseemsrreconcilablebecauseheir theoreticaformulationsprovide novisible
basisfor a_plausibleeconciliation.

AIT provides a foundatiofor reconciling thosseeminglymutually exclusiveaccounts.
It doessohy recognizingthateachmodeof decisionmaking should be understoadaform of
agencyButj further,thateachhasrecurringfallibilities. And, thathumanspy having thedual
capacityto habituateandto reflect,securesa morerobuststanceo collectiveactionin anoften
but notalwaysuncertainworld.

V. Ramifications

Severalaccounts focuen therole of publicfearin generatingsupportfor thefar right by
mobilizingthosewith authoritarianor rightwing political orientationsin particular,these
accountgeston apresumedlynamic.Thosewho hold conservativattitudesandfar right
partisanoyaltiesareevenmoreproneto support conservativandfar right partiesand
candidate®ecauseheyareespeciallyresponsiveo fear.We arguethatthis accounts flawedin
its singular focus offearasthe key psychologicahechanismilt might seemunusuato focus on
a “micra’ psychological modelvhenengagingn acomparativestudyof elections however, the
patternwe havegleanedrom dataalreadysecuredcandanalyzedsuggestshatthis well-
establisheanodelis mis-specified.Or to put themattermorefrontally, feardoesnot have the
effectsthatthe abovenarrativeclaims.It is angerthatplaysthatrole. Feardoesalterhow people
think andact, butin waysthatarecontraryto this account.

As wepointed outt the outsetpoliticiansandjournalists,aswell asscholarsand
pundits,treatthreatandfearasequivalentandof singular potencyBut thatdiscoursdargely
ignorestherole of anger But it is angermrhetoricthatalsodescribesanimportantsocialdynamic
aspeople respentb athreat.Whenleadersencouagepeopleto deliberatetheytalk about how
the public should not b&o afraid (all we haveto fearis fearitself, fearmongerings bad,etc.).
Theimplicit lessonis citizensneednot befearful. The explicit claimthenbecomesf only
citizensknew letterthey would not beoafraid. But manypoliticians,perhapsnoresoon the

right, arenotactuallystokingfearat all andtheir constituent@&renot dominatedby fear. Our

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



Theoryof Affectivelntelligence...

theoryandfindings suggeghatin thesecircumstancemanyaremore outrageddddressing
thosewho areangry,on thefalseunderstandinghattheyarefearfulis likely to exacerbatetheir
anger.Moreover, resolvingmputedfearsis unlikely to be effectivebecaussuchdo notdirectly
addresgheir grievances.

This narroewfocusonfearis alsowell establisheautside thescholarlyacademynuchas
it is within.dn=arecentarticle on theHuffington Postsite a contributor, Brook®eterline,in a
postentitled“the United Statesof Anxiety” assertghe following(Deterline,2017):

“[the_Clharacteristic®f the anxious brain:

 Safetyseeking

» Self and/or groupfocused- I/We matterandYou/They don’t

s Tannelvision— everythingridesonthis situation,it’'s everything

*Needto know- ambiguityfeelsunsafeandoften unbearable

» Zergsum game-“either/or” thinking versusmaginativeof new

possibilities

s Simplicityseeking Thingsaresimpleandknowable

*Rigid andcertain—"“I/We know theright answer."Thereis no doubt

« Blackandwhite thinking “I/We areright/good; You/Theyre

wrong/bad”

* Familiarity —my groupis whatmattersandis safe

 Fixed mindset- this situation,persondynamicwill neverchange

«Harmony—we all needto agreeandconform,loyalty aboveall else”
Actually ratherthanbeingcharacteristicof peoplewho areanxious thesearecharacteristicef
angry people:

Whatwe ‘know’ canblind usespeciallywhencertaintyof belief infuseswhatwe think
we know. Thefailure to recognizeangerevenwhenreadilyvisible or clearlyexpresseds
evident bothinacademi@ndnon-academicsettings Notedconservativeloseph d#aistre
(1977)washardly opaqueasheexpressedhis hatredof the enlightenment, nor have most
conservativeommentatorsincebeen lessclear.lt is areflectionof thelimits of extant
theoreticalndeultural lensthat people lookingvherethetheoreticalight falls andnot
elsewhere.

Another indicator othis deepcommitmento the presumptiothatit is fearthatdrives
all thatis negatives revealedy examiningour languagéVNe haveamplewordsto identify

specificforms of fearfulnessxenophobidfearof others),Islamophobigfear of Muslims),and
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homophobidfearof gaypeople).Yet, we do nothavetheequivalentwords for thanorelikely
source®f the disparagemett people of coloby white people;the disparagemebly some
towardsMuslims;or, towardsgay peopleby socialconservativesOur theoryandthe findings
we reportherepointto angerasthecritical source ofctiontargetingothers Hence it would be
moreaptto saythatwe areobserving thémpactof xenocholeralslamocholerapr homocholera,
hatredof othershatredof Muslimsandhatredof gaypeople.lt appearghatanxietyis not the
predominant.soeof demandgor revengelimitations onimmigration,enhancesecurity,and
moreauthoritariarrule, it is anger.And, thatis reflectedin theavailablenamewe give to those
who holdwomenin contemptmisogynistsThistermproperlyhasits foundationin the Greek
root of hatred(misein).Perhapsalternativelyto our suggestion aboveie couldcoin theterms:
misoxenoistmisolslamistor misohomoistNo doubt, bothvariantswill soundsovery strangeo
theear,reflectinghow muchwe rely on familiar terms(eventhosethatmislabelandmislead).
This mis-attributionleavesthosewho subscribéao the conventionahccounthelplessn
thefaceof a,confusing worldin arecentAtlantic article, entitled“PeopleVotedfor Trump
Becausd hey\Were Anxious,Not Poor” Atlantic staff writer, OlgaKhazan aftersummarizing
recentsocialsciencestudiesof Trumpvoters,concludedKhazan,2018):
“Thesewhy-did-people-votdor-Trump studiesareclarifying, butalsoalittle
bit unsatisfyingfrom the point ofview of apolitician. Theydispel thefiction
—teuse another 201eme—thatthemajority of Trump supportersre
disenfranchisedictims of capitalisms cruelties....
In other.wordsit’'s now prettyclearthatmanyTrump supportergeel
threatenedfrustraed,andmarginalized—not onaneconomicbut onan
existentiallevel. Now what?”
This helplessnesis revealedn thatlastdespairingconcludingine: “now what?”.
But.conventionalvisdomhere,asit oftendoeselsewherekeepsus blindto thatwhich
lies outsiddtswvision offearasthe essentiabhndsingularcauseof our discontent. Angdrasiong
beenapparentn‘thereactiongo various progressivprojects,suchascontinued population
movemen#rom rural areago urban,increasingcosmopolitarpatterngculturalexchange,
interestin styleyfashion,andcelebrity,aswell astrade travelandsoon),acceptancef

previously disparaged groufsuchassinglewomen,womenin theworkplace,gaymarriage,
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atheistsandmore)?* Yet, aswe show above thmis-attributionof the consequences arfigerto
anxietyis dominantin coverageandinterpretationMutz, 2018; Nussbaum, 201Bgeterline,
2017).Thisin spiteof scholargn psychologyandpolitical sciencewho call attentionto the
distinctionbetweenanxiety andanger(Lerner& Keltner,2000;Lerneretal., 2003; Banks &
Valentino;2012; Banks, 201#acKuenetal., 2010;Marcus,2002;Valentinoetal., 2011;
Vasilopoulesy2018)i is worth mentioningthatcalling attentionto thedifferentiationis not
exactlynovel(AX;1953; Conover &eldman,1986).We makethis pointto notethattheoretical
lensedocusattentionto whatis within their range Whenangers the dominanmotivatingforce
thenpolicies,programsandpolitical rhetoricmeantto assuge fearareunlikely to succeed.
Instead policiesaddressindeararelikely to beseemasimpotent,henceconveying asensef a
political orderthatis in disarrayandineffectual.And, thatin turnwill produce a hungdor new
“outsiders™to takethereinsof powerfrom ineffectualelites. Angerspringsfrom thesensehat
corevaluesandcorehabits of thoughandactionareunderattack.In democraticsocietiegpeople
will differ astewhatcorevaluesandsocialpracticesarejust. Thus,we seethe continuindights
overmalesupremacyersusfemaleliberation;nativistdominance versugreaterespecfor
marginalandliminal groups;rural dominanceversusurbanandcosmopolitarpracticesof life
andauthority.

In Swehinstancesapolitical orderthatcannot address tlmpetingclaimsmadeby
contendingangrygroupsespeciallyapolitical regime,including the‘fourth estate”does not
recognizetheangryforcesatplay, will be thosehatdeclineandgive wayto authoritarian
governance which,dweverundemocratic, dodsavethe capacityto settleconflicting claimsof
grievanceandimpose the dominance of thaluedover the despise@ut thefuller story begins
with theability“of pro-Democratidiberal politicians,to rally the publicby presating programs
thatoffer themaricherfuture.

Weandothers havextendedhis work to apply thisapproacto attitudesandto political
behavior (Masiloepoulostal., 2018; Vasilopoulos, 2018; Vasilopoulou\&agner,2017;
Lambertetal2010).But muchmoreremaingto be dondo exploitthis approachnot justto
determingts'reachbutalsoto identify its limitations.

22 |Indeed anygraspof the history ofAmericanpolitics mustbeginwith the endurindight
betweerthosewho seekto secureherural modalitiesof life againstheappeakndseductionof

urbanlife.
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